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Congress News 


THE FRESHMAN CLASS 


They're extremists. Terrorists. Fanatics. Intol- 
erant. And even worse, ideologues. Why, a budget 
deal would have been worked out immediately — 
among the adults — if it weren't for those 73 wild- 
eyed, out-of-control, Grandma-starving, air-pol- 
luting, meat-poisoning wackos in the House of 
Representatives. 

The target of liberal ire has suddenly shifted 
from Newt Gingrich to the House Freshmen as the 
Root Of All Evil. Newsweek's “CW” section dis- 
missed them as “GOP wing nuts.” “Nightline” did a 
whole program titled “Those Revolting Freshmen.” 
Rep. Dick Gephardt (D, MO) 
charged that they “throw ideologi- 
cal tantrums.” Sen. John Kerry (D, 
MA) accused them of “wanting to 
jam their point of view down the 
throats of America.” The President 
derided them as “the tail ... wag- 
ging the dog over there,” and his 
spokesman, Mike McCurry, called 
them “a willful, extreme minority” 
who were “holding common sense 
and the American people hostage.” 

Being called names by Demo- 
crats is par for the course if youre a 
Republican these days — but the 
labels are even more vitriolic if you're 
a House freshman. They call them- 
selves the “Dittohead Caucus.” Many of them say that 
my radio show gave them philosophical air cover dur- 
ing the 94 race when the local media was arrayed 
against them ... which is why they dubbed me the 
“Majority Maker.” 

No wonder they are standing firm, despite the 
pummedlling. “The status quo does not live here any 
more,” declares Rep. Jon Fox (R, PA). They voted on 
all ten items in the Contract With America, and 
passed nine. Despite the defeat of the balanced bud- 
get amendment in the Senate (due primarily to 
Democrats who broke their campaign promises), 
they produced the first balanced budget plan in 25 
years — and passed it through both the House and 
the Senate. 

Then it was vetoed by President Clinton. Has 
that stopped them? Not. “We are the voice of the 
revolution,” says Rep. Sue Kelly (R, NY) “We are 
here to keep our promises, not to compromise on 
them.” During, the government shutdown in No- 
vember, their approval ratings dropped like a stone 
with the White House and the media portraying 
them as heartless and cruel. But they refused to 





reopen the government until the President came to 
the table. And he did, promising to produce a bal- 
anced budget using numbers from the Congres- 
sional Budget Office. 

As quickly as he'd made the promise, the Presi- 
dent reneged. He submitted his third and fourth 
budget plans, neither of which came into balance and 
neither of which used CBO numbers. So, despite the 
polls, the freshmen stayed the course for three more 
weeks. “We're saying ‘fool me once, shame on you, 
fool me twice, shame on me,“ said Rep. Dick 
Chrysler (R, MI). “Quite frankly the President didnt 
keep his word.” The freshmen held their ground, 
pressing the President to keep his promise to put a 
balanced budget on the table using CBO projections. 

Sen. Dole finally recommended a change in strat- 
egy. No more sob stories of federal workers without 
food on the table. No more sleigh drivers in Yellow- 
stone Park whining about the government shutdown 
on “Larry King Live” and calling for the freshmen to 
be put in jail. “Enough is enough,” 
Dole insisted. The freshmen agreed, 
but stipulated; when Clinton puts a 
real balanced budget plan on the 
table. “We're going to stand for prin- 
ciple,” Rep. John Shadegg (R, AZ) 
said. ~The. consequences be 
damned.” Federal workers could go 
back to their offices, but without 
working, until Clinton coughed up a 
balanced budget. 

So Clinton did, producing his 
fifth budget of the year. Though it 
finally fulfills the letter of the origi- 
nal agreement, it (surprise!) falls far 
short of the mark. Even The Wash- 
ington Post editorialized: “The bal- 
anced budget plan that President Clinton submitted 

. would achieve all kinds of things, but a balanced 
budget is likely not among them...” 

At this writing, there’s still no deal — and the 
freshman class has helped frame the defining issue of 
the 96 presidential race. “We believe this is an his- 
toric struggle, perhaps our last great chance to stop 
robbing our children,” Rep. Ron Lewis (R, KY) 
declared in a Saturday radio address responding to 
Clinton. “We have put forth our suggestions for bal- 
ancing the budget ... And we have done it using real 
numbers not the smoke and mirrors that helped get 
us in this mess ... If that’s risking our political 
careers, so be it.” 

Folks, at half-time I can report to you that the 
freshman team is moving the ball down field. 
They're taking the hits, but they are ready the sec- 
ond half. “Our resolve is stronger than ever, and 
we're solid as a rock,” said Rep. Tate. “There’s no 
quit in this freshman class. We're going to keep 


pushing.” 
It’s a beautiful thing, and J am proud to be an 
honorary member. Ei 


tial campaign, when we were told 

that character didn’t matter? “Stick 
to the issues,” boomed the mantra from 
the press, and from liberals everywhere. 
The “issues,” we were instructed, per- 
tained to the economy, stupid. Undoing 
Republican greed. Making the rich pay 
their fair share. Righting the wrongs of 
“the last twelve years.” Getting a Cabinet 
that looked like America. Fixing the 
health care crisis; ending welfare as we 
know it; enacting a middle-class tax cut. 
(Oh, well.) Character was a Republican 
distraction, an election-year ploy cooked 
up by has-been ideologues who babbled 
about family values because they didn’t 
possess the compassion necessary to feel 
Americas pain. 

Remember? 

Character was determined to be a side 
issue; a false issue; a non-issue. What 
mattered was not some nostalgic, puritan- 
ical concept like character — how naive! 
— but dealing with “real problems,” 
especially America’s supposed economic 
tailspin, which was said to be so horren- 
dous that only Bill and Hillary Clinton 
could pull us out of it. “But Rush,” 
countless callers informed me: “It can’t get any worse.” Character 
was dismissed as something trivial, on a par with Hillary's hairdo, 
and beyond the bounds of polite discussion. According to liberal 
received wisdom, it was beneath any serious person to even bring 
the subject up. 

What a difference a presidency makes. Because a funny thing 
happened on the way to the re-election campaign. Despite the 
Herculean attempt by liberals and their willing accomplices in the 
media to dispose of the character question — exile it to Fort 
Marcy Park, if you will — it has refused to stay exiled. Indeed, one 
might say that regardless of a conspicuous silence on the subject in 
the press, the character question has been the single most com- 
pelling and consistent and enduring theme of the Clinton Admin- 
istration. At this writing, it is safe to say that the character issue is 
destined to be Bill and Hillary Clinton's political legacy. 

Not what they intended, certainly. Which makes it an even 
more delicious prospect. The Clintons wanted to come to Wash- 
ington as saviors, as beneficent grantors of entitlements and guid- 
ance, as national parents, as shepherds of the American flock. They 
aimed to reshape society, reorder our priorities, pontificate on the 
politics of meaning. They — or, at least, Hillary — explicitly 
desired to redefine “what it means to be a human being.” They 
yearned to point us toward things greater than ourselves, eliminate 
materialism and other icky national flaws, teach us how to care for 
one another, how to be a community, and how to raise our kids. 

They expected all that would actually happen ... in time for the 
°96 campaign, when they would reap the gratitude due them from 
their subjects. But it hasn’t quite turned out how they planned. 
When the history books are written, and future political scientists 
analyze this bunch, I predict that the word “character” will be in 
the first paragraph of every Clinton citation. 

Now that we are in the thick of the presidential race, the irony is 
heavy ... and extraordinarily enjoyable. What do we get? The Paula 
Jones case has, well, come up again, with the real, unseemly possi- 


te emember during the ’92 presiden- 
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LIES AND 
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The Glinton 
Character 
Question 


bility of future legal proceedings examin- 
ing the details of Bill Clinton’s Dis- 
tinguishing Characteristics. We get 
Hillary’s magically reappearing White- 
water files front and center. We get proc- 
lamations of openness along with claims 
of missing documents, lawyer-client priv- 
ilege, financial deals so intricately tangled 
— perhaps purposely — that few can 
follow the money, collective amnesia and 
contradictory testimony under oath 
among the First Couple's inner circle ... 
until the honesty of the entire Admin- 
istration — or lack of same — is primary 
in the national discussion. 

The press hates this (witness the 
howls when columnist William Safire 
dared utter the deadly accurate phrase 
“congenital liar”) and will keep attempt- 
ing to change the subject, but there is 
no getting around the character ques- 
tion. It is the only unifying theme that 
voters can use to categorize all this. 
Ronald Reagan came into office to cut 
taxes, rebuild the military and vanquish 
communism. These were the genuine 
organizing ideas of his presidency, and 
everything he did and said could be 
understood when this clear framework 
was grasped. His words perfectly matched his policies. 











prove liberals like themselves were better than the rest of us, 

and should be in charge of remaking society ... but woe to 
the rest of us if we didn’t submit to being remade. They told us 
they were there to look out for The Little Guy ... but heaven help 
any little guy who got in their way. This, at root, is a philosophical 
contradiction, and it explains why there is consistently such a wild 
variance between what they say and what they do. It is why, at the 
core of the Clinton presidency, as I have said for three years, is this 
web of deceit — why they have found it expedient to lie about 
their middle-class tax cut, lie about their ending welfare as we 
know it, lie about their health care plan, lie about their budgets, lie 
about their policies’ effect on the deficit, lie about the policies and 
motives of the Republicans. It is why the lies go on about Paula 
Jones, Whitewater, and Travelgate. 

Speaking of their claim to protect the interests of “the little guy,” 
let me go through for you the outlines of the travel office affair, 
culled from press accounts. It is a truly outrageous story of incon- 
venient documents, inconvenient facts, and, most of all, inconve- 
nient people. 

According to news reports, the White House travel office was 
targeted early, even before Bill Clinton's inauguration. You can 
speculate why, if you wish; I don’t care why. But apparently the 
new Administration put out feelers, as they so often do with poli- 
cy, first floating the idea with the press. What would the reaction 
be, Clinton representatives inquired, if the travel office was 
replaced? The press liked the travel office guys. These people 
would move heaven and earth when you were on deadline or 
needed to book a flight and hotel at a moment's notice when you 
were covering a presidential trip. The travel office guys were good 


Continued on page 15 


ia ill and Hillary Clinton, however, came to Washington to 











WHITEWATER: 


Putting the Pieces Together 


The tangle known collectively as “Whitewater” is difficult to follow, I real- 
ize. At this point, the public hasn't yet put the puzzle together. Which makes 
it easy for the Clintons and their defenders to claim theres nothing to 1t — 
its all a Republican plot. But when the separate elements are joined (which 
you can actually do with these graphics, by the way), a clear picture begins 
to emerge. Here is a summary of some salient facts, in response to 0 -heard 
claims from the Whitewater and Travelgate damage-control squad: 


“\NIE TURNED OVER ALL THE DOCUMENTS” 


¢ “We know of no missing files. The 
files were handled appropriately.” 
— Mark Gearan, White House 
Communications Director, quoted 
in The Wall Street Journal, De- 
cember 21, 1993 

e “Of course we'll do what we can to 
cooperate.” — Bill Clinton, quoted 
in The Washington Times, De- 
cember 23, 1993 

¢ “I’m bewildered that a losing investment ... 

is still a topic of inquiry. I think we’ve done what 

we should have done and don't feel the need to 
do any more than we've done.” — Hillary Clinton, quoted in The 
Washington Times, December 23, 1993 

e “The President has turned over all the documents to the Justice 
Department.” — George Stephanopoulos, Senior White House 
Adviser, on ABC’s “This Week With David Brinkley,” quoted in The 
Washington Post, January 6, 1994 

¢ “Every bit of information has been given over.” — Al Gore, on 
NBC’s “Meet the Press,” quoted in The New York Times, March 7, 
1994 

“We're not covering anything up. We are opening up.” — Bill 
Clinton, quoted in The New York Times, March 8, 1994 

¢ “Over the past several years, we have made a very deliberate effort to 
try to obtain documents, and every document that we have 
obtained has been turned over to special counsel, no matter where 
it came from.” — Hillary Clinton, White House press conference, 
April 22, 1994 


¢ “I never would promote anybody interfering in any investigation. | 







welcome this investigation.” — Bill Clinton, quoted in The New 
York Times, August 4, 1994 
¢ “I’m dying to give these notes up.” — Bill Clinton, Los Angeles Times 


interview, December 21, 1995 

“I have never seen a White House as cooperative with an investiga- 
tion as this one.” — Robert Bennett, Clinton attorney, on ABC's 
“This Week With David Brinkley, January 7, 1996 

e “We're in the cooperation business.” — Bill Clinton, White House 
press conference, January 11, 1996 

e “She will do whatever is necessary to answer all the appropriate ques- 


tions.” — Bill Clinton, White House press conference, January 11, 
1996 
° “We'll do whatever is necessary.” — Hillary Clinton, interview with 


Barbara Walters, “20/20,” January 12, 1996 
e “I cannot answer for where that box [of billing records] has been ... 
because I don’t know. But the important thing is, when it was 


found, it was immediately turned over...” — Hillary Clinton, Los | 








Angeles Times interview, January 12, 1996 

° “We've tried to cooperate in every way we can because nobody 
would like this matter over with more than I would.” — Hillary 
Clinton, Newsweek interview, January 15, 1996 

¢“D’AMATO CLAIMS CLINTONS WITHHOLD WHITEWATER Data.” 
— Dow Jones wire service headline, January 11, 1996. “The White 
House continues to resist turning over data important to the Senate 
Whitewater investigation, Sen. Alfonse D’Amato charged.” 


“THERE’S NOTHING THERE” 


FLED GUILT: 

© Webster L. Hubbell. Resigned as No. 

3 official in the Clinton Justice 

Department on March 14, 1994. Pled 

guilty December 6, 1994 to felony 

charges of mail fraud and tax evasion. 

¢ David Hale. Pled guilty March 22, 

1994 to defrauding the Small Bus- 

iness Administration. Charged that 

in 1986 then-Governor Clinton 

) pressured him to make a $300,000 
loan to Susan McDougal, one of Clinton’s Whitewater partners. Now 
in protective custody. 

¢ Charles Matthews. Pled guilty June 23, 1994 to bribery after 
being charged with defrauding the SBA. 

¢ Eugene Fitzhugh. Pled guilty June 23, 1994 to attempting to bribe 
David Hale, after being charged with defrauding the sBA. 

¢ Robert W. Palmer. Pled guilty December 5, 1994 to falsifying 
thousands of dollars in property appraisals at Madison Guaranty 
Savings & Loan. 

¢ Chris Wade. Pled guilty March 21, 1995 to fraud and submitting 
false applications and certifications to a financial institution. 
Arkansas real estate agent handling Whitewater property. 

* Neil Ainley. Pled guilty May 2, 1995 to failing to report $30,000 
and $22,500 cash transactions from Clinton’s 1990 gubernatorial 
reelection campaign. 

¢ Stephen A. Smith. Pled guilty on June 8, 1995 to conspiring to 
misapply a federally backed loan. Has agreed to cooperate with the 
Whitewater independent counsel. Former chief of staff for 
Governor Clinton. 

¢ Larry Kuca. Pled guilty July 13, 1995 to conspiring to misapply 
the funds of a loan from David Hale's company. 

INDICTED: 5 

¢ Gov. Jim Guy Tucker. Indicted August 17, 1995 on 11 new 
charges, including conspiracy, wire fraud, bank fraud, mail fraud, 
and misapplying funds. Previously charged on June 7, 1995, with 
three felony counts. Pled not guilty to all charges. 

¢ James B. McDougal. Indicted August 17, 1995 on 19 charges, 
including conspiracy, wire fraud, bank fraud, mail fraud, misapply- 
ing funds, and others — involving loans by Madison Guaranty 
Savings and Loan, which he owned, and Capital Management 
Services Inc., which Hale owned. Pled not guilty. 

¢ Susan McDougal. Indicted August 17, 1995 on eight charges. 
including conspiracy, wire fraud, bank fraud, mail fraud and misap- 
plying funds. Pled not guilty. 

¢ John Haley. Indicted June 7, 1995 on one felony count — helping 
Gov. Tucker and William Marks hide assets to reduce tax liability. Pled 
not guilty. Haley is Gov. Tucker's personal lawyer. 

¢ William J. Marks, Sr. Indicted June 7, 1995 on the same three 
counts as Tucker. Pled not guilty. 

RESIGNED: 4 

¢ Bernard W. Nussbaum. Resigned April 5, 1994. White House 
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ILLUSTRATIONS FOR THE LIMBAUGH LETTER BY Mike SHELTON 


Counsel. Searched Foster's office hours after his death and prevented 
FBI search. 

* Roger C. Altman. Resigned August 17, 1994. Deputy Treasury 
Secretary. Involved in a series of White House-Treasury contacts 
regarding the Resolution Trust Corporation’s impending criminal 
investigation of Madison Savings. Congress called his Whitewater 
testimony misleading. 

¢ Jean E. Hanson. Resigned August 18, 1994. Treasury Department 

~ Counsel. Also involved in contacts with the White House related 
to Madison. 

° Josh E. Steiner. Resigned January 1995. Treasury Department 

chief of staff. Also involved in contacts with the White House relat- 

ed to Madison. Departed under firestorm after he claimed he lied 
to his diary. 

DEAD: 1 

Vincent Foster. Found dead of a gunshot wound to the head on 

July 20, 1993. That same day, a search warrant was being issued for 

the offices of David Hale, who implicated Clinton in illegal loan 

transactions. James Lyons, who wrote a report summarizing the 

Clintons involvement in Whitewater for the Clintons 1992 cam- 

paign, called Foster several times the morning of his death. 

Whitewater files in Foster’s office at the time of his death were 

removed by Hillary Clinton’s chief of staff, Maggie Williams, and 

placed in temporary storage in the Clintons’ private residence. The 

White House insists the Clintons did not review those files. 


“WHAT DOCUMENTS?” 


The White House refused to surrender 
Whitewater-related notes taken by 
Associate Counsel William Kennedy 
until the full Senate voted in December 
1995 to take the issue to court. Copies 
of Rose Law firm billing records, with 
ys = notations by Vince Foster, for Hillary 
Clintons work on the Whitewater deal 
and Madison Guaranty — under subpoena 
since 1993 — were “discovered” by Carolyn 
Huber, Special Assistant to the President, on 
January 4, 1996. The originals have not been found, nor have files of draft 
documentation and correspondence. The following is a partial list of docu- 
ments still not turned over by the White House as we go to press: 








e *A list of the Clintons’ personal financial files was missing from a 

drawer in Foster's White House office two days after his death,” 

Vincent Foster's former secretary told the Senate Whitewater 

Committee. — Associated Press, August 1, 1995 

All White House E-mail regarding Whitewater; 

January 3, 1994 memo from Neil Eggleston to Joel Klein regarding 

responding to stories and allegations about Whitewater; 

February 2, 1994 memo from David Kendall to Maggie Williams 

regarding reply to Newsweek article on Whitewater, attaching article 

and draft reply, including notations of Harold Ickes; 

March 1, 1994 transmittal memo from Harold Ickes to Bernard 

Nussbaum, Maggie Williams, John Podesta and Neil Eggleston 

attaching February 28, 1884 draft memo from David Kendall to 

Lisa Caputo regarding response to New York Times editorial on 

White House; 

* Copy of December 12, 1993 New York Times op-ed bearing hand- 
written notations of the President; 

¢ Lisa Caputo’s briefing book used to prepare Hillary Rodham 
Clinton for her April 1994 press conference; 

¢ “Unredacted” (uncensored) versions of 45 White House documents. 














TRAVELGATE: 
“| DON’T HAVE ANY MEMORY OF THAT” 


HE SAID: “[Vince] Foster regu- 
larly informed me that the First 
Lady was concerned and desired 
action — the action desired was 
the firing of the Travel Office 
staff.” — Undated confidential 
memo from David Watkins, 
White House Director of Ad- 
ministration, to Thomas Mc- 
Larty, White House chief of staff, “discovered” in the files of Patsy 
Thomasson on December 29, 1995 

SHE SAID: “Mrs. Clinton does not know the origin of the decision 
to remove the White House Travel Office employees.” — HRC 
written response to GAO — Hillary Clinton’s written “official 
response” to questions from the General Accounting Office on 
April 6, 1994 

HE SAID: “We ... knew that there would be hell to pay if ... we failed 
to take swift and decisive action [to fire the travel office staff] in con- 
formity with the First Lady's wishes.” — Watkins memo to McLarty 
SHE SAID: “I did not make the decisions. I did not direct anyone to 
make the decisions.” — Hillary Clinton, interview with Barbara 
Walters on “20/20,” on the firing of the travel office staff, January 12, 
1996 

THEY SAID: “In the days before White House travel office workers 
were fired, Hillary Rodham Clinton pressed top presidential aides, 
including the chief of staff, to get the employees ‘out of there,’ FBI 
interviews and White House documents say.” — Associated Press, 
January 10, 1996 

SHE SAID: “I just don't have any memory of that.” — Hillary Clinton, 
in January 15, 1996 Newsweek, on information in Watkins’s memo 
that she ordered the travel office staff fired 

HE SAID: “May 16 — HRC pressure.” — notes of Mack McLarty, 
White House Chief of Staff, in chronology of events the White House 
prepared during its internal investigation, Associated Press, January 
10, 1996. May 16 was three days before the firings. 

SHE SAID: “Said HRC very upset re mis(appropriation) of funds and 
wanted them out of there.” — notes from White House interview of 
Fan Dozier, an employee of the Arkansas company that took over part 
of the travel office business after the firings, Associated Press, January 
10, 1996 

HE SAID: “We need these people out. We need our people in.” — 
from Watkins notes of conversation with First Lady, Associated Press, 
January 10, 1996 

SHE SAID: “Hillary wants these people fired. Mac wouldn’t do it.” — 
1993 memo from Lorraine Voles, White House aide 

HE SAID: “The problem is that if we do any kind of report and fail to 
address these questions, press jumps on you wanting to know answers; 
while if you give answers that aren’t fully honest (e.g., nothing 
re: Hillary) you risk hugely compounding the problem by getting 
caught in half-truths. You run risk of turning this into “cover-up.” — 
Todd Stern, Special Assistant to the President and one of the authors 
of the White House Management Review of the Travelgate affair 
THEY SAID: “Documents and interviews obtained hours before the 
[Jan. 11 presidential] news conference showed that Clinton knew 
about the firing of seven White House travel office employees in 1993 
more than a day before they occurred. The President has said he knew 
very little about the matter before the firings. The documents also 
revealed that the President met twice the week before the firings with 
Hollywood producer Harry Thomason, a confidant and private advis- 
er to Clinton.” — Associated Press, January 12, 1996 

















“T feel as though I elected Bill Clinton.” 
— ROSEANNE, COMPLAINING THAT 
SHE HASN’T BEEN INVITED TO THE WHITE 
HOUSE, QUOTED IN THE NEW REPUBLIC 
So you're the one. 


“T will try to keep the 
same hairdo for at 
least 30 days.” 

— HILLARY CLINTON, 
NEW YEAR’S RESOLU- 
TION, IN HER NEWSPAPER 
COLUMN, QUOTED IN 

THE NEW YORK TIMES 
How about keeping the 
same story on Travelgate for 30 days? 








Hillary Clinton 


“T just don't have any memory of that.” 
— HILLARY CLINTON, IN NEWSWEEK, ON 
DAVID WATKINS’S 1993 MEMO REVEALING 

THAT SHE ORDERED THE WHITE HOUSE 
TRAVEL OFFICE STAFF FIRED 
With this bunch, “I don’t recallitis” 
is spreading faster than the flu. 


“(Hillary Clinton's] version of events has 
been the same throughout: it’s been clear, 
it’s been consistent, and it reflects the rec- 
ollections of other people who were 
involved in this matter. Mr. Watkins is 
really the odd person out here.” 
— MARK FaBIANI, WHITE HOUSE 
SPOKESPERSON, ON THE TRAVEL OFFICE 
AFFAIR, QUOTED IN “THE HOTLINE” 


The standard line of defense 
from a White House congenital lawyer. 


“TShe] has a 
different memory.” 

— MIKE McCurry, WHITE 
HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY, ON 
HILLARY CLINTON’S RESPONSE 
TO DAVID WATKINS’ S MEMO 
REVEALING THAT SHE ORDERED 
THE WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL 
OFFICE STAFF FIRED, UPI 
What did Mrs. Clinton know, 
and when did she forget it? 


“We'll try to find out why 
it wasn’t discovered until now.” 
— Mark FABIANI, WHITE HOUSE SPOKESMAN, 
ON THE DISCOVERY OF THE DAVID WATKINS 


MEMO AFTER TWO YEARS, AP 
Right. And O.J. is searching for 
the ‘real killers.” 


ALL PHOTOS PROVIDED BY AP/Wibe WorRLD PHOTOS 














Mike McCurry 





“T still continue to think this is 
going to be more of an ethical 
embarrassment than some- 
thing more serious.” 

— AL HUNT, ON THE TRAVEL 
OFFICE FIRINGS, ON CNN’S 
“CAPITAL GANG” 

Ethical embarrassment 
seems to be a job requirement 
for this Administration. 


“She wasn't, so he 
doesn’t think about it.” 

— MIKE McCurry, WHITE HOUSE PRESS 

SECRETARY, “SNAPPING” AT A REPORTER 
WHO ASKED WHAT PRESIDENT CLINTON 
THINKS OF HIS WIFE BEING INVOLVED IN 

THE TRAVEL OFFICE FIRINGS, AP 
He’ busy thinking about bigger issues — 


like his legal defense fund. 


“T can't tell you whether the 
President knows anything. I didn’t say 
whether or not he knows. I said that 
I hadn’t talked to him about it.” 

— MIKE McCurry, ON HILLARY CLINTON'S 


ROLE IN THE TRAVEL OFFICE FIRINGS, AP 
Like your job, Mike? 


“Apparently previous searches 
were not exhaustive enough.” 

— MIKE McCurry, WHITE HOUSE PRESS 
SECRETARY, ON THE DISCOVERY OF THE TWO- 
YEAR-OLD DAVID WATKINS MEMO, AP 
Maybe its time to take another look 
in Vince Foster's briefcase. 


“The records were 
discovered yesterday.” 
— DAVID KENDALL, LAWYER 
FOR HILLARY CLINTON, RELEAS- 
ING 116 PAGES OF HER LEGAL 
BILLING RECORDS THAT HAD 
BEEN UNDER SUBPOENA FOR 
ALMOST TWO YEARS, AP 
Shazaam! 


“This has been called 
a cover-up. But it’s an 
un-cover-up.” 

— RICHARD BEN-VENISTE, SENATE 
WHITEWATER COMMITTEE MINORITY 
COUNSEL, DESCRIBING THE RELEASE 
OF HILLARY CLINTON’S BILLING RECORDS, 
ON “LARRY KING LIVE” 

No, that’s the Paula Jones case. 





David Pryor 








Dp | re Qu otes ; Folks, | don’t make this stuff up 


“Tt is the witch 
hunt of the 1990s.” 

— SEN. DAVID Pryor (D, AR), ON 
THE WHITEWATER INVESTIGATION, 
QUOTED IN “THE HOTLINE” 
And who, Senator, is the witch? 


“There is no way that | 
think of an hour a week over 
15 months as being a signifi- 

cant amount of work.” 

— HILLARY CLINTON, QUOTED IN NEWSWEEK, ON 
HER WORK FOR MADISON GUARANTY THAT SHE PRE- 
VIOUSLY DESCRIBED AS “MINIMAL” DESPITE NEWLY 
DISCOVERED BILLING RECORDS SHOWING 60 HOURS 
OF WORK, WITH SOME 50 MEETINGS AND PHONE 
CALLS REGARDING MADISON, AP 
I dontt think it’ fair to bring Larry King into this. 


“The President, were he not the 
President, would have delivered a 
more forceful response to that on 

the bridge of Mr. Safire’s nose.” 

— MIKE McCurry, WHITE HOUSE PRESS 
CONFERENCE, AFTER NEW YORK TIMES 
COLUMNIST WILLIAM SAFIRE WROTE THAT 
HILLARY CLINTON “IS A CONGENITAL LIAR” 
No, Mike; the President, were he not 
President, would be on trial for sexual 
harassment about now. 


“He’s responding more as a husband 
than as a President right now.” 
— WOLF BLITZER, CNN WHITE HOUSE 
CORRESPONDENT, ON CNN 
Or as someone who wants to change the subject. 


“Tm dying to give these notes up. 
I never wanted to keep these notes.” 

— BILL CLINTON, ON THE SUBPOENAED 
WHITEWATER DOCUMENTS THAT HE EVENTUALLY 
RELEASED, AFTER CLAIMING EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE, 

IN INTERVIEW WITH THE LOS ANGELES TIMES 
Vince Foster's last words? 


“There has not been a 
single, solitary soul to 
accuse me or my wife of 
doing anything illegal 
not only in the White 
House, in the presiden- 
tial campaign, or in the 
governors office.” 

— BILL CLINTON, IN INTERVIEW 
WITH THE LOS ANGELES TIMES 
Read any Safire columns lately? 
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“This is the first time we 
have ever had in the history 
of the Republic a special 
inquiry dealing in some 
ephemeral way with some- 
thing the President may or 
may not have done that may 
or may not have happened, 
that didn’t even include 
not only the Administration 
but the campaign.” 
— BILL CLINTON, IN INTERVIEW 
WITH THE LOS ANGELES TIMES 
This is the first time we have ever 
had in the history of the Republic 
the Clintons in the White House. 


“With her book on parenting almost 
finished, Hillary Rodham Clinton is 
gearing up for a return to political center 
stage by speaking out forcefully on issues 
she feels are under direct attack by the 
Republican revolution ... [A] family 
adviser [says] ‘She’s eager to get back into 
policy discussions and public debates.” 
— IN “WASHINGTON WHISPERS,” 

U.S. News & WorLD REPORT, 12/25-1/1 ISSUE 
I guess what were seeing is Plan B. 


“But, setting aside the wild card of U.S. 
intervention in Bosnia, Clinton has a 
lot to brag about in staking a claim to a 
second term. The economy is stronger 
than it was when he took office in January 
1993, a state of affairs reflected by the 
soaring stock market, and peace initiatives 
that he inspired have brought greater 
stability to Haiti, Northern Ireland and 
the Middle East as well as Bosnia.” 
— GENE GIBBONS, “CLINTON’S POLITICAL 
REVIVAL: WILL IT ENDURE?” REUTERS 
You forgot the wild card named Hillary, 


“The evaporation of four million 
[people] who believe in this crap would 
leave the world a better place.” 

— ANDREI CODRESCU, IN COMMENTARY 
ON “ALL THINGS CONSIDERED” ON 
TAX-PAYER-SUBSIDIZED NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO, 
REFERRING TO CHRISTIANS WHO BELIEVE 

IN THE SECOND COMING. CODRESCU LATER 
APOLOGIZED “FOR THE LANGUAGE, BUT 
NOT FOR WHAT I SAID.” CODRESCU, 

A “HUMORIST,” IS EDITOR OF THE LITERARY 
JOURNAL EXQUISITE CORPSE, AP 





“This is my Bible. 
These are my secrets.” 
— ANN LEWIS, CLINTON-GORE 
DEPUTY CAMPAIGN CHAIR, 
PULLING OUT A BINDER ENTI- 
TLED “REAGAN-BUSH ’84, 
REVIEW AND ANALYSIS,” AP 
Anything in that binder on 


sexual harassment lawsutts? 


“Because nobody 
in Arkansas has seen a 
member of the Mafia.” 
— JIM MCDOUGAL, CALLING SEN. AL D’AMATO A 
“CROOK” WITH “MOB TIES,” EXPLAINING WHY HE 
WAS DISAPPOINTED THAT D’AMATO WASN’T COM- 
ING TO ARKANSAS, IN THE NEW YorK Post 

Thank you, Lex Luthor. 





“Chief Clinton strategist Dick Morris 
even has bragged that the race is over.” 
— AL HUNT, SUMMARIZING THE WHITE HOousE 
VIEW IN EARLY JANUARY OF THE 
°96 PRESIDENTIAL RACE: 
“PRIVATELY THESE STRATEGISTS 
EVEN TALK ABOUT BILL CLINTON 
... BREAKING 60 PERCENT IN THE 
POLLS BY THIS SPRING,” IN THE 
WALL STREET JOURNAL 
Dick may be more accurate 
than he knows. 





“That's [Dick] Armey, that’s 
[Newt] Gingrich, that’s 
[Tom] DeLay. That’s the 
gruesome group up there. It’s 
gruesome what they're doing to the federal 
workforce and the American people” 
— Mike McCurry, WHITE HOUSE 
PRESS SECRETARY, ON STALLED BUDGET 
NEGOTIATIONS DURING THE SECOND 
GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN, REUTERS 
Anyones noses in danger here, Mike? 


“While the poli- 
ticians talk and coax 
their fancy rhetoric, 

plain talking 

Americans of all 
stripes are suffering.” 
— BRYANT GUMBEL, ON 

THE SECOND GOVERN- 
MENT SHUTDOWN, ON 
NBC’s “Topay” 
But not for much longer. Bryant’ contract 





Bryant Gernbel 





Your tax dollars at work. 


with the Today show only runs one more year. 





Leon Panetta 





“People are getting real tired of this 
government shutdown ... It’s a lot like 
a terrorism situation ... after a while 
you forget why the hostages are being 
kept, why the guys with the beards 
are running the airplanes ... All you 
think about is they got the airplane 
and they got people with guns on 
them. And the fact is Newt Gingrich 
more and more looks like the guy with 
like a lot of bombs strapped to him.” 
— CHRIS MATTHEWS, COLUMNIST FOR 
THE SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER, ON 
“GOOD MORNING AMERICA” 
Chris — did somebody spike your oatmeal? Or 
are you always this grumpy in the morning? 


“I’m exhausted.” 

— PATRICK J. GRIFFIN, WHITE HOUSE 
DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 
(CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON), ANNOUNCING 
HIS RESIGNATION, IN THE WASHINGTON POST 
Tt could be worse. Just 
think, you could have 
Mike McCurry’s job. 


“She brings the perfect 
mixture of chicken soup 
and a kick in the butt that 
we need in this job.” 

— LEON PANETTA, ON NEWLY 
NAMED WHITE HOUSE 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 
EVELYN LIEBERMAN, UPI 
Sounds like more potential 
legal trouble to me. 





“Too many kids are left on their 
own when they play. But if the child 
is playing with Barbie and does 
something stereotypically female, the 
parent can use the playtime to show 
a more balanced view.” 

— ALAN HACK, NEW YORK 
CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGIST, ON THE 
DANGERS OF BARBIE, AP 
From the forthcoming book, “It Takes a 
Village Idiot to Ruin a Child.” 


“He can't fire her. Can he?” 

— UNNAMED WHITE HOUSE 
OFFICIAL, DESCRIBED AS A 
“DEFENDER” OF Mrs. CLINTON, AP 
Folks, there may well be a secret 
task force working on that 





question at this very moment. 











My conversation with 





GEORGE GILDER 


My friends, it would behoove you to study everything you can get your hands 
on by George Gilder, a true American genius. Here ts the second interview 
he was kind enough to grant me for my newsletter. Learn it, love it, live tt. 


Rush: You are very gracious, sir, to consent to undergoing another 
grilling. What I primarily want to talk to you about is your December 
18th op-ed piece in The Wall Street Journal. You made the case that 
American progress and innovation have depended heavily on genius. 
But then the thing that puts you at odds with much of current populist 
thought in America today, is that you say this genius would not flourish 
in this country without immigration. For people who didnt read the 
piece, could you basically recap your theory? 

Gilder: The fact is that all of America’s great achievements have come 
from immigration. We initially were a nation of immigrants, of course. 
That was the initial genius of America, that we received people fleeing 
persecution and oppression in Europe and elsewhere, who found a land 
of opportunities, new frontiers, in the United States. 

This has been true throughout our history. New waves of immigrants 
have resulted in new upsurges of income, productivity, innovation and 
achievement. The spearheads of this achievement have always been this 
“senius class,” as I roughly describe it. I do believe that genius is 90 per- 
cent perspiration. But it does have a genetic content as well. This is a class 
of people who are just enormously more productive than others, and they 
tend to go where they're welcomed and stay where they're well-treated. 

America has been their land of opportunity for most of the last cen- 
tury. Receiving these immigrants during the Second World War made 
possible the Manhattan Project, which produced the atomic bomb, 
which ended the war successfully and then allowed us to continue in the 
lead in the arms race. This was critical, because it was almost entirely 
immigrants who created the atomic bomb, the hydrogen bomb, the 
intercontinental missile program, the space program. All were heavily 
fueled by immigration and the geniuses who emigrated to our shores. 
Rush: Is it safe to say, in your opinion, that the development of all these 
projects would not have occurred at all, were it not for immigration? 
Gilder: Yes. I don’t think we could have had the Manhattan 
Project. The Manhattan Project was an achievement of 
European immigrants, a lot of them Jewish, who brought 
their genius to the United States and put together the bomb. 
There were some Americans, but mostly in relatively lesser 
roles. This was heavily an achievement of foreigners on our 
shores. Then, later, all our technologies 
have fed on this input from outsiders 
— particularly the microchip, which 
is really the heart of the present 
American global leadership. 
Rush: George, you have longer 
than anyone I can recall — 
aside from those in the 
business directly — been 
touting the relevance and 
importance of the com- 
puter to Americas future. 
In your piece in The 
Journal you cite some of the 
key inventors of the microchip, 
developers of that technology, as 



















also being immigrants, who have led the way in this area. 

Gilder: The company that really founded the microchip industry in 
the United States, as the microprocessor industry evolved into the per- 
sonal computer industry, was Fairchild Semiconductor. When the par- 
ent company tried to control it too closely, the key people spun off and 
became Intel Corporation. 

The group at Fairchild and Intel were led by Gordon Moore and 
Robert Noyce. Both of those were American geniuses and inventors. 
But most of the other people at Intel, or, at least half of the other major 
contributors, were immigrants. Andrew Grove fled through a field 
across the Hungarian border in 1956, barely escaping the Russian tanks. 
Rush: Grove runs Intel now. 

Gilder: Yes. Earlier on in his career he ran a couple of crucial projects at 
Intel that made them dominant in MOS technology, Metal Oxide Semi- 
conductor technology, which is really the foundation of the whole in- 
dustry. The fact is that in every major semiconductor company and 
every major semiconductor project, between a third and two-thirds of 
key contributors are immigrants. Americans have just not focused on 
these hard-core engineering skills. 

Rush: But is that a lack of genius indigenous to America? 

Gilder: I think it’s the result of a variety of things. In software, which 
entails similar degrees of genius, the numbers are not so high. Probably 
10 to 15 percent of the major contributors to Americas software pre- 
dominance are immigrants. But they are critical contributors. Its not this 
overwhelming phenomenon that one discovers in microchips. But both 
of them were absolutely critical to the personal computer industry, 
which, in turn, is the driving force of American economic growth and 
the spearhead of world economic growth today. 

Rush: A lot of readers — many of them who might not even have com- 
puters — are going to argue: How can you say that? What about all 
these jobs we're losing to Japan, jobs we're losing to Mexico, jobs we're 
losing across the seas, the manufacturing jobs that everybody thinks are 
the heart and soul of this country? Here you've just said it is the 
microchip and its derivatives which are leading the world today in 
erowth and expansion. 

Gilder: Since the ascendancy of the microchip, beginning 
around 1970, the U.S. has outperformed all the other 


7 economies in the world overwhelmingly in job creation. You just 


Rush: What puts you at odds with current 
populist thought today, is that you 
say genius would not flourish in this 
country without immigration. 


4) can't make the argument that we've been losing jobs to 
other countries. We've created some 35 million net new 
jobs in the last 30 years — while the Europeans, for 


|. government consumption. The Japanese have created 
|) new employment, but substantially less than we have. 
How can we be losing jobs to countries that are creating 
™) jobs radically more slowly than we are? 

| Rush: But the manufacturing sector is what many peo- 
I ple look to and say: Hey! you can’t be a unionized work- 


example, have created almost no net new jobs outside of 
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er anymore and afford a house. You used to be able to in America in the 
90s. You cant do it anymore. 
Gilder: There is this collapse of unions. That has happened. So anybody 
whose livelihood depends on examining union jobs and the performance 
of unions or collecting statistics for unions or mobilizing campaigns for 
unions has a great incentive in disparaging all this new employment and 
opportunity in America, because it does largely arise outside the union- 
ized sectors. That is true. The unions have all flocked to the dinosaurs. 
They all attempt to preserve jobs in old industries that are declining. 
And the new employment has been emerging in semi-conductors, soft- 
ware, computer manufacturing, as well as services in software. 
Manufacturing has continued to grow. We're the dominant computer 
manufacturer in the world. We also lead telecommunications and net- 
works. And the Internet, which is entirely an American creation, is now 
the dominant force in the world economy. 
Rush: Yet you still have in the American political scene this anti-immi- 
gration sentiment. And many of the people who are showing some 
moderate signs of success attacking this loss of manufacturing sector 
jobs are conservatives. Perot’s slightly conservative on balance, you'd 
have to say, although he’s made his money in computers. Buchanan is 
turning into a David Bonior in this area, when it comes to industrial- 
ized job loss. And people believe it. When they read you saying this, 
they're going to scratch their heads, because there are a tremendous 
number of citizens who believe we're losing jobs left and right, that the 
country is going south fast, and that we've got to build a wall around 
America. Yet here you are saying the worst thing we could possibly do is 
limit immigration. 
Gilder: //legal aliens who come in and who are prohibited from hav- 
ing employment but mandated to receive welfare, are a problem. It’s 
the welfare state that’s the problem. We have a welfare state that’s now 
mandated to reach out to immigrants and induce them to take advan- 
tage of all the benefits. You've been talking about this on your pro- 
gram. [he welfare state is now an enterprise, and it's reaching out to 
immigrants. The result is that today’s illegal aliens and immigrants are 
being captured by the welfare state more rapidly than previous immi- 
grant groups, and this is very destructive, because welfare destroys 
everybody it touches. 
Rush: There’ a rising tide of people who believe that the only way to fix 
this is to stop all immigration. 
Gilder: Rush, it makes no sense. I don't think it’s very valuable to stop 
Mexicans from coming to the United States and doing the jobs they do 
mostly. National Review magazine, on the basis of alarms about illegal 
immigration, advocates a moratorium on al/ immigration, which would 
be incredibly destructive. It would mean that lots of high-technology 
companies just couldn't operate in the United States. 


Gilder: Geniuses are just enormously more 
productive than others, and they 

go where they’re welcomed and 

stay where they're well-treated. 

America has been their land of 
opportunity. 


Rush: Lets construct a hypothesis here. There’s a 
wall built around America; there’s no immigra- 
tion. We have embarked on a course of accultur- 
ating those that are here, who have not yet 
learned Americanism. That’s the strategy. Until © 
we can acculturate those who are here, we need “ 
to shut down. Are you suggesting that if that situa- “a 
tion occurred, there is not somehow an ability here to 





produce the genius amongst those who live in the contiguous 48 plus 
Alaska and Hawaii to continue this high-tech revolution? 

Gilder: For certain key jobs and key inventive roles, there are just a very 
few people in the world capable of performing them. It just happens the 
numbers are small, and that small number tends to be distributed all 
around the world. So any company that wants to be absolutely on the 
leading edge, to get the best people in every field working together to 
produce some new product — whether it’s a new kind of fiber optic 
application for a broad-band Internet, or whether it’s a new kind of dig- 
ital disk, or a new Internet computer, or whatever it is — those people 
have to command the best in all these fields. If they can’t get the best 
people to come to the United States, they have to go to the best people. 
That's just a fact of life. 

And its not new. It was true about Henry Ford, when he was starting 
Ford Motor Company. Ford was the leading-edge company in the 
world economy, and he imported a whole bunch of people from 
Scotland, England and Germany to help him build his cars. Key ad- 
vances in Ford Motor Company were attributable to immigrants. When 
you are leading-edge, you are effectively the spearhead for the entire 
planetary economy. You've got to get the best, wherever they are. That’s 
true about a lot of companies in the United States. 

Rush: Isnt it also true that America is one of the few places where 
genius can flourish? 

Gilder: That is right. So it would be horrendous not just for the U.S. 
but for the world if you stopped the geniuses from coming. But there’s 
another point. For the last decade or so American culture — the public 
culture, the TV culture, the mass culture — has been kind of hostile to 
genius. 

Rush: They're hostile to all achievement. 

Gilder: Correct. You, of course, have been the leader in making the case 
against this hostility in our culture. But the schools are amazingly hostile 
to genius. And so the result has been that American culture does not pro- 
duce as many of these people as it did in the past. These Asians who 
come over who can hardly read the language and thus are immune to 
most of the seductions of the welfare state and to the seductions of the 
imperial National Education Association establishment — These new- 
comers dominate the schools, ignoring all these distractions, while 
Americans are so attuned to the anti-achievement culture that they 
regard these activities as beneath them. 

So the immigrants, ultimately, will help. You get these people in high 
schools winning the valedictorian awards and going to the best colleges, 
and it creates a competitive counter-force that I think will regenerate 
American culture. 

Rush: Back to this resentment of achievement. We 
have these high-achieving immigrants now being 
aced out of entry into various colleges, because we're 
» trying to not “humiliate” people. We are limiting the 
» number of high achievers admitted so as to spread the 
opportunity around to others. The goal now is that 
everybody will pretty much be the same, in terms of 
equality of outcome. 

Gilder: That is, of course, a menace. If you really 
want to have equality, you can have everybody 
equally poor. 

Rush: There are those striving for it, even as 
we speak. 

_ Gilder: Exactly. And if you have a moratorium on 
immigrants, youll be making a major contribution 
to it. Because a lot of these immigrants are very 
ageressive and creative and innovative and some of 
them are these geniuses who can revitalize 
an entire economy. Pat Buchanan — 
who is correct about many things — 





































has, I think, been somewhat twisted by this aspiration to cut into the 
unionized lower-middle-class Democrats Perot is alleged to have attracted. 
It is chiefly a political appeal he’s making; he’s trying to expand the 
Republican party. I think he’s very smart. But they've stumbled on a bad 
one when they seriously talk about a moratorium on immigration. Not 
just a slight little error, but a truly deadly mistake. 

Rush: It resonates, though, because there’s a new nationalist fervor 
among people who believe that their jobs and livelihoods are being 
taken away from them. I think they are largely union people whove 
grown up in unionized homes; that’s been the culture that they've been 
familiar with, and that’s what America always was to them, and now it's 
vanishing. Union membership is down below 15 percent. And those 
who still survive are having to “give back” wage gains and benefit gains. 
They think that anybody who wants to save their livelihood and their 
tradition is a great American, because that’s what America was. America 
was not the computer. It wasn’t the microprocessor, the microchip, or 
Microsoft. It wasn’t the Internet. America was steel. It was coal. It was 
the Teamsters and truck drivers. 

Gilder: We had the Korean War. There were bodies coming back in 
bags, and three recessions, and people lived eight or nine years less. 
Rush: And you had to have a bomb shelter in the back yard. You had 
to get Civil Defense instructions, and to see that the drinking water 
changed every three weeks in case they nuked us. 

Gilder: And in many of these same union families, their parents came 


this premise. 

Gilder: When you accept the idea that a balanced budget is your goal, 
you play into the hands of the Democrats. You immediately put the 
focus on cutting government spending. So your whole campaign 1s per- 
ceived by the people, who get their information largely from the media 
megaphones, as negative. The Republicans are somehow going to cut 
spending drastically, and this terrifies the 33 percent of Americans who 
are dependent one way or another on government jobs and subsidies. 

So you end up terrorizing millions of people, but you dont achieve 
anything of value. Because Democrats succeed. As a result of this threat, 
they succeed in mobilizing sufficient political force to stop major cuts. 
Meanwhile, the things that are worth doing, the things people will real- 
ly enjoy — tax rate reductions, privatization, deregulation, all these pos- 
itive programs that Republicans should push, and that youve been 
pushing for years — get lost. So we end up just talking about balanced 
budgets seven years from now. Who the hell cares? 

The last time we had a balanced budget was 1979. It was an all-gov- 
ernmental balanced budget, and we had a trade surplus. Yet the whole 
private economy was in the red. With the Reagan years America’s assets 
have risen since then from about 17 trillion to 40 trillion. And we're 
speaking as if the Reagan Administration was some kind of orgy of debt. 
Rush: But is it an error of substance they've made? Or an error of strat- 
egy? Because obviously what they're trying to do is not just balance the 
budget. They're trying to end the welfare state. They're trying to reduce 


“Since the ascendancy of the microchip, 
the U.S. has outperformed all the 
other economies in the world over- 
whelmingly in job creation. You just 
can’t make the argument that we've 
been losing jobs to other countries. 
We've created some 35 million 


net new jobs in the last 30 years.” 
— GEORGE GILDER 





here on a boat and struggled in some appalling job, by anybody's stan- 
dards today. I mean, to celebrate coal miners’ jobs! One of the great tri- 
umphs is to get beyond this kind of work, where people died years 
younger. It just is a false nostalgia. Here we had, during this early period 
toward which people are nostalgic, two World Wars, the Great Depres- 
sion, the Korean War. 

Rush: It’s an economic nostalgia. They remember the days where you, 
on a salary of $12,000 a year, could buy a house, and could afford to 
send your kid to college, and there were no credit cards, so you didnt go 
into debt. And now the average cost for a house is ten times what any- 
body makes a year. 

Gilder: But the average house is 20 percent bigger than it was, and 79 
percent of new houses have air conditioning. 

Rush: So you would agree with the premise that every day in America 
is a better day. 

Gilder: Yes, absolutely! And my grandchildren are going to live phe- 
nomenally, incomparably better than we do. 

Rush: Despite what happened to Don Shula. Let me go to one more 
thing in your column, because this really intrigued me. You know, if I 
didn’t have my mind, I would like to have yours. In fact, I'd probably 
rather have yours anyway. But you say the current Republican fervor to 
balance the budget is “Hooverian.” And that they've wasted a year on 
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the size of government so as to make more prosperous the individual. 
You would agree with that, wouldn't you? 

Gilder: I agree with their visions. I don’t agree with their tactics — and 
their tactics have now, in my judgment, largely subsumed their vision. 
So they end up essentially attempting to achieve something called “bal- 
anced budget” by cutting various government programs. That is a com- 
pletely negative formula, and it’s political poison. Moreover, it doesn't 
achieve any good results. 7 

Rush: But | am in favor of ending a lot of government programs. I’m 
also in favor of the American people understanding why. I don't want to 
have come up with a strategy to fool the American people — perhaps to 
win, you must. But I would love to be able to educate the American 
people, to say: This program is worthless. It’s wasteful. It doesn’t need to 
exist. We don’t need to be paying you to conduct sleigh rides around 
herds of elk in Jellystone National Park. And I’m not going to sit here 
and take your job away from you without telling you why. I’m going to 
make sure you understand this is not a function of government. 

Is that strategy a guaranteed loser, because so many people have now 
been indoctrinated to the degree that they depend on government and 
panic if they think it’s not going to be there? 

Gilder: | think you have to start by cutting tax rates. Big tax rate reduc- 
tions would be entirely positive. They would pay for themselves. They 


would enrich the country. They would make Republicans popular ... 
despite what the polls happen to say. 

Rush: But the Democrats would do the same ines though. They 
would call them tax cuts for the rich, and youd still have the same argu- 
ments that are taking place now. Because Democrats are not going to lay 
down and let happen what the true objective is, which is to reduce gov- 
ernment, regardless of how the Republicans characterize it. 

Gilder: [ think we lose to the extent that the goal is defined as cutting 
back government programs. Then the Democrats win. To the extent that 
the goal is defined as unleashing the American economy, creating huge 
numbers of new jobs and opportunities, reducing tax rates, deregulating 
bureaucracy, we win. The focus on the balanced budget is a mistake, and 
that mistake was imposed on the party by a pollster. Politicians who fol- 
low public opinion polls earn the contempt of the public. And that is the 
big danger today, because Republicans on television most of the time are 
saying something about a balanced budget that isn’t true. 

Rush: Such as? 

Gilder: Such as, that it will greatly lower interest rates and produce 
all these marvelous benefits. Which could be achieved by tax cuts, but 
cannot be achieved by the balanced budget process — because you 
have to begin by saying tax cuts cost revenue. Which is nonsense. 
Republicans from the beginning agreed to accept the static budgeting 
method, that tax cuts don’t affect economic behavior. Tax cuts 
increase revenue, as youve explained endlessly, but this still hasn't pen- 


all of these things that actually should be calculated as part of the deficit, 
but arent, are going to bleed the economy dry, with taxation on a fewer 
number of productive people. And they say that balancing the budget 
and paying for what you spend is crucial to keeping solvent all these vari- 
ous contracts we've made with generations. 

Gilder: Several analysts have questioned the basic accounting functions 
that Peterson and Rudman and that group have been adducing. But to 
Peterson, the whole Reagan Administration was an absolutely catastroph- 
ic failure. He's one of these one-hand economists. On the one hand, he 
can see liabilities. But he can’t count assets — the other hand. So he sees 
the liabilities of the federal government growing. But he can't see the tens 
of trillions of dollars of new assets of the American economy emerging 
from these new industries that have been generated and are now the 
spearheads of global economic growth. 

American companies now earn some 47 percent of all the profits in 
world economy. American dominance today industrially is probably as 
great as ever before, except immediately surrounding a war triumph. This 
is just much more important than these numbers Peterson talks about. 

The Gingrich error was to start by cutting, by threatening existing 
programs, rather than by starting with the flat tax. That should have 
been what they came into office with. Let Clinton make all the argu- 
ments about why we shouldn't have a tax return on a post card. 

Rush: Can the Republicans win in November? 
Gilder: Sure, they can. I think Steve Forbes is really defining 


“We lose to the extent that the goal is 
defined as cutting back government 
programs. Then the Democrats win. To 
the extent that the goal is defined as 
unleashing the American economy, 


creating huge numbers of new jobs 
_ and opportunities, reducing tax rates, 
deregulating bureaucracy, we win.” 
— GEORGE GILDER 





etrated beyond your audience. 

Rush: Well, they're even afraid to defend the Reagan years on that. But 
if you get rid of the deficit, haven't you freed up a pool of anywhere from 
$150 billion to $300 billion that doesn't have to be borrowed by govern- 
ment and, as such, won't money be in greater supply? Therefore, supply 
and demand would dictate interest rates would come down? 

Gilder: That's an accounting view of the economy. There’s another view, 
which focuses on asset values. As John Rutledge at the Claremont 
Institute in California explains, we have something like $40 trillion of 
assets in the American economy. Those numbers that you're using, relat- 
ing to the flow of funds into the federal government, are just picayune 
compared to the immense changes in asset values that go on in response 
to different government policies. If you cut tax rates, asset values in gen- 
eral increase. And they increase not by a few hundred billion dollars, but 
by trillions of dollars. Money is relevant only as a symbol of productive 
services that somebody has offered. This idea that somehow you can 
unleash new money which will automatically expand the economy is the 
fallacy of demand-side economics. And I know you oppose that. But the 
balanced budget illusion is largely based on demand-side calculations. 
Rush: What about the theories, as advanced by Pete Peterson and oth- 
ers, that if we don’ get a handle on it now, that the national tax rate is 
going to be 84 percent for a child born in 1990. That Social Security and 


the issues on which we can win. To the extent that the winning 

candidate really follows that theme, he can win. What's your impres- 

sion of Steve? 

Rush: I love what Steve's doing. I absolutely do. 

Gilder: Do you think he's beginning to show some real political aptitude? 
Rush: | think he’s learning. I don't know if it’s soon enough to 
overcome Dole’s insurmountable lead. It’s not over till it’s over, 
but, boy, it looks awfully doubtful for anybody but Dole. 

Gilder: A lot of people must tell you this. But you essentially did it 

in 94. And you really could greatly change things in ’96. I think 
you could shape the situation and force Dole to respond to your 

position, because you really are the foundation of the Republican party 

now. It’s a hell of a responsibility, Rush! 

Rush: Well, somebody has to do it. 

Gilder: Why don’ you run? 

Rush: | don’t want the pay cut. 

Gilder: That's right! But you could make these guys face this 

issue. They believe that Reagan’s tax cuts were a mistake. 

Rush: They do. Because to them it’s a zero sum game. They have 
no understanding of the expansion capabilities of people keeping 
what they earn. George, let’s talk again. 

Gilder: Obviously, any time. a 

















Many people say | need to be balanced with equal time. Not so — | AM... 


A sampling of my genius, to be widely quoted and disseminated 





WHoops about welfare than Ted Kennedy. 

Sen. Ted Kennedy recently invited Holly- (Unless you consider a vast inheritance 
wood comic and well-known federal budget welfare.) And Whoopi, you know 
expert Whoopi Goldberg to host a whine-in more about work than Ted Kennedy. 
at a Senate hearing room ... to trash Re- (Anybody who has to work does.) But 
publican efforts to reform welfare. Whoopi, you don’t know how deeply the people 
using a cordless microphone provided who make this country work resent 
by your tax dollars, worked the invited what the welfare state has become. It’s 
crowd to solicit sob stories. The one com- not compassion to relegate whole genera- 
mon thread: how each person could not tions of Americans to live on 
have made it without the federal federal subsistence. It’s not 
government. Whoopi, once on compassion to rob people 
welfare herself, whined with of their self esteem with 
the audience. “The a government check. 
welfare system works,” Further, it’s not your 
she declared. “I money, Whoopi. It’s 
know it works not Ted Kennedy's 
because I’m here.” money. In re- 
She went on forming wel- 
to say that she f fare, we want 
strongly re- to create a 
sents “the notion system that 
that the govern- h gives people 
ment is being what you 


drained by people have, Whoopi. 



















on welfare.” y A fair shot at the 
Granted, Whoopi | American dream. 
: 3 St Sa 
. you know more g-« SG Dy il Ss 7 Zea = >, By earning it. 
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NONESSENTIAL 

Some of you are watching TV and reading the papers with ever increasing dread, because 
another government shutdown looms. Government employees, deemed nonessential 
by heartless political powers, may once again be told to go home. With no idea when, or it, 
they will ever come back to work. You'll hear the sob stories. The crying and moaning. We are 
again poised on the brink of despair. What will you tell your children? 

Because I have compassion folks, I’ve come up with a way to save the country if 
a budget is not agreed upon. Instead of just sending nonessential government employees 
home, I propose we send nonessential journalists home. All you nonessential 


news editors, reporters, pundits — and even those of you who write uninformed 
letters to the editor — this time, if the government shuts down — you go home! 
And stay there. 


How do you know if you're nonessential? Easy. If you believe the Democrats’ spin on 
the budget, and report it as fact, you're nonessential. Ditto if you believe Republicans want 
to starve babies, throw old people into the street and poison the air and water. Folks, 
I promise you this: we send the nonessential journalists home ... and the news will be 
worth watching again. Newspapers will be worth the paper they're printed on. No non- 
essential journalists, no sob stories. Only truth and good cheer. 
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ILLUSTRATION BY MIKE SHELTON FOR THE LIMBAUGH LETTER 


CONDOM QUANDARY 

New York State officials have 
quietly recalled a batch of 3 mil- 
lion condoms. The condoms 
were distributed to the poor 
through 250 “community orga- 
nizations’ that “promote safe 
sex.” But here's the rub: some of 
the condoms leaked; others had 
insufficient levels of spermicide. 
A Health Department spokes- 
woman admitted that the state 
didn’t know the exact number of 
leaky condoms in circulation. 
She also defended not making a 
public announcement about the 
defects on the grounds that they 
were not sold publicly. 

Now, add irony to insult. The 
very day that New York leaked 
its condom story, HHS Secretary 
Donna Shalala unveiled new 
public service ads. In one, the 
pitchman is a young gay man 
declaring he is HIV negative, and 
intends to stay that way. The ads 
have as their theme “Respect 
Yourself ... and Protect Your- 
self.” I would rather see this 
warning: “Use government 
handouts at your own risk.” 
There is nothing safe about gov- 
ernment subsidized “safe sex.” 


AUDIENCE REACTION 

With Bill Bradley leaving the 
Senate, New Jersey Congress- 
man Bob Torricelli has an- 
nounced he wants Bradley's old 
seat. So to speak. Torricelli, you 
might remember, is the ex- 
boyfriend of Bianca Jagger. So 
this could be a bid to get her 
back. After all, what does a 
woman of Bianca's status want 
with a lowly, out-of-power 
House Democrat? But a 
Senator — now that’s clout! 

Torricelli is doing his best to 
present a new, less-liberal-look- 
ing face to New Jersey voters. 
Despite voting for Clinton's 





massive tax increases, Bob says 
he is an independent voice of 
“financial accountability.” But 
while trying to sound like a 
Republican, he also claims he 
wants to save the people of his 
state from the Republicans. And 
he is trying to run against Newt 
Gingrich, who isn’t the least bit 
interested in Bill Bradley's seat. 
Torricelli chose an elemen- 
tary school in his home town to 
make his announcement. News 
reports say that before Torricelli 
finished the speech, the sixth 
gerade class was distracted when 
one of the students threw up. 
So here’s Torricelli, announcing 
he’s running for the Senate, and 
a kid hears it and tosses his 
cookies. What’s that old cliché? 
Out of the mouths of babes? 


HANG TIME 

A federal judge is under 
fire from Democrats, who are 
peeved at an attempt to name 
a federal courthouse in Arkansas 
in his honor. 

The judge, Isaac C. Parker — 
perhaps better known as “the 
hanging judge” — served on the 
bench from 1875 to 1896. He is 
often regarded as a civilizing in- 
fluence on the Old West, be- 
cause he handed down the death 
penalty to 79 criminals. That, of 
course, does not sit well with lib- 
erals in Congress, who have 
smeared the judge as an evil, 
racist, bloodthirsty ne’er-do-well. 
(All of those charges are dem- 
onstrably false.) But the best 
defense comes from the judge's 
own words. “Cruel they have 
said I am, but they forget the 
utterly hardened character of the 
men I deal with,” he once said, 
noting that in his jurisdiction 
over 65 federal marshals had 
been killed. Judge Parker also 
said he didn’t like to hang men 
— he often handed out life sen- 
tences instead — but that it was 
the law ... thus he followed it. 
(Which may explain why liberals 
have a problem with him.) So, 
you guys in Arkansas, go ahead 
and name the courthouse after 
the hanging judge — and if 
Democrats don't like it, tell them 
to hang around somewhere else. 


On January 5, an angry Dick Gephardt went to the House Floor. “We now have before us a [budget] measure 
that makes no sense,” he shouted. “Who can explain to anybody why were going to bring people back to work and 
pay them in some cases for doing nothing? Last week we paid people to stay at home. Next week I guess were going 
to pay them to do nothing. We ought to put another proviso in this to provide people crossword puzzles so theyll 
have something to do in the office.” So, in the spirit of bipartisanship, I offer the following word search puzzle: 
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CLUES WORD LIST 
1. GOP budget. Reagan 
2. Reforming welfare. Bie hee 
3. What Republicans want to do to Medicare, by increasing 8 
it from $4,800 per person to $7,100 per person in seven Destroy 
i ee nel, © Brutal 
4, Republican diet for senior citizens. Bxacenie 
5. Increasing federal spending by 21 percent over seven 
Wears: os cc tts: Homeless 
7 Republi balance the federal budget b eek 
. Republicans want to balance the federal budget because 
; oe are. ; 4 Partisan 
8. Any Republican idea. Lockstep 
9. Republicans. Poison 
10. Desire to keep more of the money one has earned rather ate 
than see half of it confiscated by the federal government. 
11. Disagreement with a liberal. Cruel 
12. Class of people Ronald Reagan created. Greed 
1D ee = Takeover 
14, Republicans in agreement: marching in ; 
15. What Republicans want to take away from schoolchild- Juggernaut 
ren, preferably when they’re in the middle of chewing it. Terrorists 
16. Any Republican policy. . acrpeniiscs 
17. Any Republican investigation. 
18. What conservatives want to do to the earth. Evil 
19. What conservatives want to do to the air, water and Meanspirited 
food. 
20. Actor responsible for the Dark Ages. Starve 
21. They profit unfairly off the backs of the poor. Plunder 
22. What the GOP wants to do to the young, the old, the Lunch 
helpless, the vulnerable. Rich 
23. Republican victory. 
24. The most irresponsible economic policy ever conceived. Taxcuts 
25. Republican freshmen. Draconian 
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Rush Review etry Analysis from the Cultural icon 





HOw HOLLYWOOD PAINTS PRESIDENTS 


know you people are ticked off at 
these two films. Take it easy. Exhale. 
Put yourself in someone else’s shoes. 
Imagine yourself a White House staffer — 
perhaps a “non-essential” staffer. You’ve 
got a few hours to kill, so you decide to go 
see the two hottest liberal films of the year. 
Are you really going to like what you see? 
First, you plunk down eight bucks to 
see Oliver Stone's “Nixon.” As a passionate 
Democrat you find it all so delicious. 
Sure, sure, Nixon was a brilliant geopoliti- 
cal strategist. Ending the Vietnam War, 
forging peace with China, establishing _ 
detente with the Soviet Union — 


attorney-client privilege. Cover-up. 
Scandal. Shredding of documents. Ob- 
struction of justice. Lying to Congress. 
Manipulation of the FBI and the Justice 
Department. Congressional hearings. 
Headlines in The Washington Post and The 
New York Times. Soon Time will have to 
run another article entitled, “Why It Isn’t 













you know all that. Now to the good | Me i)! 


part: Nixon's “dark side.” Watergate. 








It’s all there, all the reasons why te. 


youre a Democrat. 







Okay, maybe Oliver Stone has x ell 


twisted the facts a /ttle. So what if | 
Nixon wasn’t really an alcoholic. A 
So what if his marriage was noth- { 
ing like Anthony Hopkins’s nasty 
caricature. So what if Nixon wasn’t 
a rival of Nelson Rockefeller in 
1964, but actually an ally, or if 
Lyndon Johnson’s dropping 
out of the ’68 presidential 
primaries didn’t impel 

Nixon to get in; since 

Nixon had already been 

running for a year. All right, 
so the stuff about Nixon being 
a co-conspirator (with a Texan and Cuban 
right-wing cabal) in the assassination of 
John Kennedy is outright laughable. But 
hey, you need a good laugh, and this is 
Oliver Stone, after all. 

But just as three and half hours of left- 
wing revisionist escapism is coming to an 
end, you bolt upright in your seat. No! It 
can't be true! How could Stone do this to 
you: But sure enough, there, at the end of 
Nixon: the movie, is a huge close-up of 
Hillary Clinton. And another of Bill Clin- 
ton. And another. And another. There 
they are at Nixon's funeral in Yorba Linda 
in April 1994 — praising Nixon and pay- 
ing their last respects. 

This is not good. How could a movie 
about political corruption include the 
Clintons? People might make a connec- 
tion. Watergate and Whitewater. Tricky 
Dick and Slick Willie. John Dean and 


Bernie Nussbaum. Executive privilege and 



















Watergate,” just as they did in 1994. 

Disgusted, you go to the theater next 
door and plunk down another eight bucks. 
Ah, that’s better. Forget Oliver Stone; he’s 
a little over the edge. Here’s “The Ameri- 
can President” by Rob Reiner. Meathead. 
A good liberal with great credentials. You 
settle in with your unbuttered popcorn 
and the show begins. 

This isn't an allegory about the Clinton 
Administration; this is the Clinton 
Administration. All the main characters 
come to life before your very eyes. 
President Andrew Shepherd (Shepherd — 
get it?) is a liberal Democrat, a draft- 
dodger, a man with a “character problem.” 
He's the former governor of a small state 
who won the presidency by the slimmest 
margin in history. 

So far, so familiar. But then, the movie 
President turns out to be a Democratic 
President who actually has — and sticks 


* \ must be a mistake. 





with — core convictions. And now, as he 
faces reelection, he’s vigorously courting 
the environmentalist-wacko vote and the 
gun control crowd against a dour, 
Republican, senior senator named Bob 
from, I kid you not, Kansas. 

There’s the President's best friend turned 
chief of staff (““Mack” McLarty has since 
been demoted, but what the heck). There’s 
the young, feisty, combative senior domes- 
tic policy adviser with the Stephie Steph- 
anopoulos hair. There’s the woman 
press secretary (too bad Dee Dee Myers 
has been dumped since they shot the 
film). And hey, the President even has a 
teenage daughter. 

But, wait. Someone’s missing. It 
Where's the 
| smartest woman who ever lived? 

Where's Hillary? 
= That’s right, the liberal-Democrat- 
draft-dodging-womanizing-Ameri- 
can President ... is a widow- 


; f | fer. Meathead killed her off. 
i 


kay, so Hillary’s at- 
tempt to socialize 
health care cost Dem- 
ocrats control of Congress 
for the first time in 40 
years. And now, just 
when the President’s ap- 
proval ratings were heading 
north, Hillary’s dragging them down 
with Travelgate and Whitewater. But this is 
crazy! Where’s Hollywood producer Harry 
Thomason when you need him? (Never 
mind; Thomason got Hillary involved in 
‘Travelgate in the first place). Where's Barbra 
Streisand when the going gets rough? How 
could Hollywood kill Hillary off, just so 
Bill could romp in the White House bed- 
room and steal away to Camp David with 
an environmentalist babe — while still 
banning assault weapons? It hardly seems 
fair. After all Hillary's done for Hollywood? 

Drained and depressed, you shuffle back 
to the White House. Maybe you should 
catch up on all your mail. Oh, good — 
here's a copy of Time. Time for another story 
on “The Gingrich That Stole Christmas.” 
No, Newt’s “Man of the Year.” Well, here’s 
Newsweek — surely good for a cover on the 
evil Republican freshmen. No, it’s Hillary 
Clinton, headlined: “Saint or Sinner?” 

It's going to be a long year. = 





$$ 


14 


AADOT HL Ad YFLLIT HONVEWIT FHL YO4 NOILVYLSNTT| 





SEX, LIES AND 
BILLING RECORDS: 


The Clinton Character Question 


with media egos, and knew who to sit next to whom and who to 
separate on long flights. The travel office guys were OK. The word 
went back: any firings would be trouble, unless there was some 
sort of just cause. | 

Right after the inauguration, it just so happened that Bill crony 
and Hollywood mogul Harry Thomason had some ideas about the 
travel business. He and an associate, who just so happened to be in 
the travel business, came up with some dandy ideas about reorga- 
nizing the travel office; namely giving business to them. And it was 
just awful what Harry had heard about kick- 
backs, criminal wrongdoing and financial mis- 
management at the White House travel office. 

“These guys are sharp,” directed the Presi- 
dent on one of Harry’s memos. This was an 
assignment Hillary could handle. Harry met 
with White House Chief of Administration 
David Watkins. Harry contacted Catherine 
Cornelius, the President’s young cousin from 
Little Rock, who handled travel arrangements 
for the Clinton campaign. Harry phoned 
Hillary. Voila. The travel office appeared on 
Hillary’s radar. Vince Foster was her emissary, 
making inquiries. It just so happened that 
Watkins aide Patsy Thomasson began drop- 
ping hints about financial mismanagement at 
the White House travel office. 

Thomasson and Thomason became in- 
creasingly agitated as time passed and nothing was done. Hillary 
wanted those people out, and their people in. They needed the 
slots. When Chief of Staff Mack McLarty declined to empty the 
slots, Watkins was given the assignment to implement Harry's 
plan. Watkins knew there would be hell to pay if he did not carry 
out the First Lady’s wishes. 

Harry met again with the President, with Catherine Cornelius, 
with Foster and White House lawyer William Kennedy. Kennedy 
instructed the FBI to investigate the travel office, telling them the 
matter was being “directed or followed at the highest levels of the 
White House.” The FBI decided there was reason to investigate. 

Watkins hired an outside accounting firm to audit the office. A 
draft report concluded the travel office had “a lack of financial 
control consciousness.” Good enough. The President, traveling in 
California, was briefed on the imminent firings. 

Two days after the audit by the outside accounting firm was 
complete, David Watkins summoned the seven travel office 
employees, career government workers, to his office. He declared 
the only way to do this was “surgically,” and terminated them all. 
They were to be out immediately. Fifteen minutes later, the 
stunned group returned to their offices to gather their belongings. 
Their replacements were already sitting at their desks. 

The seven travel office employees were taken in the back of a 
van to the Ellipse and dropped off. Billy Dale, head of the office 


with 31 years’ service, rode on the wheel hub. 








The character 
question has been 
the single most 
consistent and 
enduring theme of 
this Administration. 


It is safe to say that 
the character issue 
is destined to be Bill 
and Hillary Clinton‘s 
political legacy. 








The White House briefed reporters about the firings, announc- 
ing the FBI investigation. Billy Dale was charged with embezzling 
funds from the travel office. Over the following year and a half, 
Dale’s family, associates and finances were scrutinized and chal- 
lenged relentlessly by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Dale's 
daughter, returning from her honeymoon, was quizzed as to where 
she got the money. The Justice Department of the United States 
prosecuted Billy Dale, who used up his life savings to defend him- 
self. This despite the fact that some of his key office financial 
records, like so many other records under this Administration's 
watch, turned up missing. 

Dale was acquitted in November, after the jury deliberated for 
two hours. 

And yet, and yet. At this writing, Mrs. Clinton and her band are 
still castigating Dale, claiming he was involved in financial mis- 
management. Dale himself finds it ironic that Hillary Clinton, of 
all people, is criticizing someone for financial mismanagement and 
sloppy record-keeping. 

I find this sad tale, my friends, painfully instructive. I always 
say that the true measure of a person’s character is how one 
treats the regular, everyday people with 
whom one comes in contact. Those who 
are “staff.” Those in support positions. Those 
who can do nothing to advance your career 
or prospects or position in life. Do you deal 
with them with the same respect and esteem 
you treat your boss? Or do you reserve your 
efforts to those who can somehow advance 
you in life? 

By that measure, Billy Dale’s story 
should give you a huge insight into the 
Clintons’ character. 

Now, the response of the Clintons’ defend- 
ers to all this has evolved into the following 
line: Even if all these charges are true, so 
what? The Clintons certainly had a right to 
get rid of the travel office staff and put their 
own people in. There’s nothing wrong here. 
It’s time to get back to business, back to talking about the impor- 
tant issues, like the economy, like Republicans gutting Medicare. 
All this travel office stuff is just gossip. So the Clintons fired these 
people. It may have been a bit insensitive, but ... so what? 

Friends, such demonstrations of one’s character, as we have seen, 
are not so easily dismissed. Because the larger truth is this: He (or 
she) who cannot be trusted in dealing with ordinary people over 
whose life and dreams one has genuine power, cannot be trusted 
with power. 

The ancient Greeks had a saying: Character is destiny. And so it 
is. Leadership descends from character. It al/ descends from char- 
acter. Where there is good character, there is virtue. Discipline. 
Self control. Accomplishment. And freedom. Upon the good char- 
acter of her people, and her leaders, the hopes of America rest. 
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‘MEDICARE SPENDING 








UP 7 PERCENT A YEAR 


Medicare is growing at three times the rate of inflation every year. At this rate, according 
to the Clinton Administration, the Medicare Trust Fund will be bankrupt by 2002. 
Republican reforms would give seniors more choice of doctors, and increase spending at 
two times the rate of inflation. Medicare spending will be $4,800 per person in 1996. 
Under the Republican plan, it will rise to $7,100 per person in 2002. 





“The House is voting 
on a $270 billion cut 
in Medicare.” 


(President Clinton, White House press 
conference, October 19, 1995) 
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“We are not talking about cuts, 
we are talking about reducing 
the rate of growth ... in half 
from 11 to 5.5 percent.” 
(Hillary Rodham Clinton, 

explaining what would happen 

to Medicare under her health care plan, 
in speech at George Washington 
University, September 10, 1993) 
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“Medicaid and Medicare are 
going up at three times the rate 
of inflation. We propose to let 

it go up at two times the rate 
of inflation ... Only in Wash- 
ington do people believe that 
no one can get by on twice the 
rate of inflation. So, when you 
hear all this business about 
cuts, let me caution you that 


that is not what is going on.” 
(President Clinton, speech to 

the American Association of Retired 
Persons, October 5, 1993) 


Two out of three Clintons agree. 





